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One of the many concerns about the American public is their ignorance about candidates and their stances. 
What is the single greatest statistical correlation of a person’s voting pattern? How their parents voted! In 
other words, voting is often simply a perpetuating cycle of people who vote not based on candidates but on 
their family’s values. Thankfully in some ways this pattern is changing, due to huge generational divides; 
youngsters tend to be more leftist, while older generations, especially Boomers, are more conservative. 


On that note, | would favor eliminating straight party ticket voting. For those who don’t know what this means, 
some states require you to pick a political party and vote for the candidates only in that party. For example, 
straight ticket would mean you can’t vote for the Republican candidate for Senate and the Democratic 
candidate for President. The best way to eliminate straight party tickets is by removing party affiliation from 
ballots. For those who have voted before, even in states where straight party ticket is not mandatory, you will 
notice under each candidate’s name is their party affiliation. | would support removing all references to party 
affiliation. This would require voters to take the time to learn who is running, in what party and on what 
issues. 
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Finally, one of the major sources of voter suppression is what is known as gerrymandering. This is the 
practice whereby congressional districts are drawn in such a way that candidates and political parties pick 
their voters, instead of the other way around. One way to fix this would be proportional representation, 
explained by Ballotpedia: 


Proportional representation is an electoral system in which the number of seats held by a particular 
political party in a legislature is directly determined by the number of votes the political party’s 
candidates receive in a given election. For example, in a five-winner district with proportional 
representation, if party A received 40 percent of the vote and party B received 60 percent of the vote, 
party A would win two seats and party B would win three seats. 


One may ask: how is this helpful if party affiliation is removed from the ballot? The reason is because under 
a blind party ballot system, people would still vote for the candidate under question. However, | would go 
further. The idea of a corporate state usually evokes the images of corporations running government, 
essentially what we have now. There is another way in which to understand the term, and that is the way in 
which Oswald Mosley, the famous British Fascist understood it. 


According to Mosley, the electoral model he desired for his people would a system where political 
representation is based on field of work rather than geography. In America, the representational system for 
allocating House seats is based on geographically determined districts. Several analyses have pointed to 
districts drawn apolitically still yielding undemocratic, aka an imbalance between party and vote count, 
results. To fix this, Mosley proposed political representation be based not on geography but on field of work. 
Instead of having your zip code determining who represents you, it would be your job. For example, farmers 
in California’s district 8 let’s say would vote for a farming representative. Janitors would vote for a janitorial 
representative, a literally janitor to represent them. Housewives would vote for a housewife to represent 
housewives. 


The effect this would have would be to turn representation into something meaningful. Sending 
representatives to Washington would be based on something that affects your life, namely your career. 
Where you live is not necessarily interesting for federal representation. Now, there are a few caveats. 
Obviously, a farmer in Montana does not have the same needs as a farmer in California. Therefore, there 
would be different representatives for the different professions from the different states. Also, keeping a 
census-based House of Representatives, where number of House seats are determined by districts in turn 
determined by population, would be invaluable for workers. For example, the number of farmers in Montana 
would determine the number of farming representatives sent to Congress for Montana. 


Another question would be if geographic districts do not determine representation and there are several 
farming representatives in the same state, how does a farmer know which to vote for? This would not be a 
question, as every farmer in Montana would vote for every farming representative in Montana, because they 
are all represented by the farming representatives. The reason for multiple farming representatives in a 
single state is to ease the work of representing for representatives with large constituencies, but also to 
accurately depict the importance of a particular field in Congress. This would be spectacular for closing the 
wealth gap, as jobs that pay very high are very rare and therefore would get little representation, which in 
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turn eliminates the control of government by rich people. However, jobs that are in poorer or working classes 
are the most common and would be represented more than upper class jobs. In other words, CEOs would 
have less representation than farmers and so they should. 


A corporate House of Representatives would eliminate the drawing of maps and in turn the phenomenon 
known as gerrymandering. In effect, this would turn the representational system into a large union, where 
workers are represented in a fair way. One may ask whether switching to a system of corporate 
representation would eliminate the desire for representatives to help their local communities, as they would 
no longer represent them. First of all, the Senate would still be chosen based on the states and | would favor 
even increasing the number of Senators per state, but that is another discussion. A corporate representation 
would not eliminate the incentive for representatives to help their local communities, because they live in 
those communities first of all. Representatives are chosen based on their corporate field, but that does not 
mean they are uninterested in other areas. For example, a farming representative in Montana would still be 
interested in reducing crime, as this is beneficial to his community. Farmers care about crime rates, and if the 
crime rate went up without the representative lobbying for smarter policing, he would be run out of office. 
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